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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-19, 21, and 22 are pending. Claims 1-8, 19, 21, and 22 have been 
amended and claim 20 has been cancelled in this communication filed 1/22/04 entered 
as Amendment F, paper no. 28. 

2. Applicants' amendment to claims 1-8, 19, 21 , and 22 and the cancellation of 
claim 20 have overcome the 35 U.S.C. 112 second rejection of claims 1-8 and 19-22 
and is hereby withdrawn. 

3. Applicants' arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of the newly added amendment to claims 1 
and 19. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. It is unclear what Applicants' are claiming in claims 
1 and 19 with the claim limitation reciting "...database item is checked out, the second 
program compares the version of the database item in the source code control (SCC) 

Do Applicants' mean "...database item is checked out and the second program 
compares the version of the database item in the source code control (SCC) ..."? 
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Applicants' are respectfully requested to clarify in the claim language this claim 
limitation. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claims 1, 4-13, 15-17, 19, and 22 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: Claims 1, 4-13, 15-17, 19, and 22 recite "... source code control (SCC) 
..." . It is unnecessary to have the SCC in parenthesis. Applicants' are advised to see 
the MPEP for the proper claim format. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over (US 
5,386,559) Eisenberg et al, hereafter Eisenberg in view of (US 4,558,413) Schmidt et 
al, hereafter Schmidt. 

With respect to claim 1, a database having the item (fig. 1 (106) col. 14, lines 47- 
50), wherein the database item comprises a text stream and a binary stream (fig. 14, 
col. 35, lines 21-66 and col. 36, lines 1-10). 

Eisenberg failed to teach, a source code control (SCC) system to store versions 
of the item and a second program to check in and check out the database item, such 
that modification of the database item is restricted when the database item is checked 
out, the second program compares the version of the database item in the source 
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code (SCC) system with the version of the database item in the database and a first 
program to manipulate the checked-out database item as a function of the 
comparison. 

Schmidt discloses a source code control (SCC) system to store versions of the 
item (col. 3, lines 56-60), and a second program to check in and check out the 
database item, such that the modification of the database item is restricted when the 
database item is checked out (col. 4, lines 44-50), the second program compares the 
version of the database item in the source code (SCC) system with the version of the 
database item in the database and a first program to manipulate the checked-out 
database item as a function of the comparison. Schmidt did not specifically teach the 
second program compares the version of the database item in the source code (SCC) 
system with the version of the database item in the database but Schmidt implies the 
second program compares the version of the database item in the source code (SCC) 
system with the version of the database item in the database and a first program to 
manipulate the checked-out database item as a function of the comparison in col. 4, 
lines 3-22 and col. 8, lines 45-50. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have a source code control (SCC) system to store versions of 
the database item a second program to check in and check out the item, such that 
modification of the item is restricted when the item is checked out a second program 
to check in and check out the item, such that modification of the item is restricted 
when the item is checked out and to combine Eisenberg's a database having the item 



Application/Control Number: 09/235,038 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3624 

with Schmidt's source code control (SCC) system to store versions of the item and a 
second program to check in and check out the database item, such that modification 
of the item is restricted when the item is checked out, the second program compares 
the version of the database item in the source code control (SCC) system with the 
version of the database item in the database and a first program to manipulate the 
checked-out database item as a function of the comparison because such a 
modification in Eisenberg would allow Eisenberg's system manage the versions of 
source code programs enforcing a check-in and check-out regimen for controlling 
access to versions of programs being changed (modified). 

With respect to claim 2, Eisenberg to failed to teach, the first program comprises 
an editor program to edit the stored item. Schmidt discloses the first program 
comprises an editor program to edit the stored item (col. 18, lines 44-62). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have the first program comprise an editor program to edit the stored item and 
to modify in Eisenberg because such a modification would allow Eisenberg to have a 
program that assures the versions listed in a DF file are on the local computer disk. 

With respect to claim 3, Eisenberg failed to teach, the first program requests to 
check out the database item such that the second program checks out the database 
item to the first program. Schmidt teaches, the first program requests to check out 
the database item such that the second program checks out the database item to the 
first program (col. 3, lines 57-60 and col. 4, lines 3-22). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the first 
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program to request to check out the database item such that the second program 
check out the database item to the first program and to combine Eisenberg's 
database having a database item with Schmidt's checking the item out because such 
a modification imEisenberg would allow Eisenberg to have a Source Code Control 
System (SCC) that enforces the check-out regime and to control access to the first 
program and the second program. 

With respect to claim 4, Eisenberg failed to teach the second program provides 
the first program a choice of one or more different versions of the item at the Source 
Code Control (SCC) System and one or more different versions of the item at the 
database. Schmidt teaches, the second program provides the first program a choice 
of one or different versions of the item at the database (col. 3, lines 45-58 and col. 4, 
lines 44-52). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the second program provides the first program 
a choice of one or more different versions of the item at the Source Code Control 
(SCC) System and one or more different versions of the item at the database and to 
modify in Eisenberg because such a modification would allow Eisenberg to make 
use of the modification times from the file system to tell which files need to be 
remade. 

With respect to claim 5, this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claim 4. 

With respect to claim 6, this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claim 4. 



Application/Control Number: 09/235,038 
Art Unit: 3624 



Page 7 



9. Claims 7- 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eisenberg and Schmidt in view of (US 6,145,119) House et al, hereafter House. 

With respect to claim 7, Eisenberg failed to teach, the first program requests to 
check in the database item such that the second program checks in the database 
item into the source code control (SCC) system. House teaches the first program and 
the second program (col. 4, lines 32-49). Schmidt discloses checking the item in (col. 
3, lines 57-60). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have the first program to request to check in the 
item and the second program check in the item into the source code control (SCC) 
and to combine Eisenberg's database item with Schmidt's checking the item into the 
source code control (SCC) and House's first program and second program with 
because such a modification in Eisenberg would allow Eisenberg to have a Source 
Code Control System (SCC) that enforces the check-out regime and to control access 
to the first program and the second program. 

With respect to claim 8, Eisenberg failed to teach, the second program checks in 
the database item into the source code control (SCC) system as saved to the 
database. House teaches the second program (col. 4, lines 32-49) 

House failed to teach checking in the item into the source code control (SCC) 
system as saved to the database. Schmidt teaches checking in the database item 
into the source code control (SCC) system as saved to the database (col. 4, lines 44- 
56). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to check in the item into the source code control (SCC) as saved 
to the database and to combine Eisenberg's database item comprising a text stream 
with House's second program and with Schmidt's checking the item into the source 
code control (SCC) as saved to the database because such a modification in 
Eisenberg would allow Eisenberg to have a Source Code Control System (SCC) that 
enforces the check-in regime and to control access to the second program and to 
save the item to a database. A database is well known in the art as being a file 
composed of records containing fields together with a set of operations for searching, 
sorting, recombining, and other functions. 

With respect to claim 9, Eisenberg and Schmidt failed to teach, the database 
comprises a Structured Query Language (SQL) database. House teaches the 
database comprises a Structured Query Language (SQL) database (col. 5, lines 
1 0-27). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the database comprise a Structured Query 
Language (SQL) database and to modify in Eisenberg because such a modification 
would allow Eisenberg to have a standard language for RDBMS software and has 
been adopted as such by both the American National Standards Organization 
(ANSI) and the International Standards Organization (ISO). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

12. Claims 10-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
(US 6,145,1 19) House et al, hereafter House in view of (US 4,558,41 3) Schmidt et al, 
hereafter Schmidt. 

With respect to claim 10, House teaches comparing a stream of the item in the 
source code control (SCC) system with a stream of the item in a database (col. 7, 
lines 6-28); determining whether the stream in the source code control (SCC) 
system is identical to the stream in the database (col. 7, lines 16-22); upon 
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determining that the system in the source code control (SCC) system is different 
than the stream in the database, providing a user a choice to select one of the 
stream in the source code control (SCC) system and the stream in the database 
(col. 3, lines 46-51 and col. 7, lines 30-42). House failed to teach checking out the 
item selected by the user, such that modification of the item is restricted when the 
item is checked out. 
Schmidt teaches checking out the item selected by the user, such that 
modification of the item is restricted when the item is checked out (col. 3, lines 57-68 
and col. 4, lines 1-22). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to compare a stream of the item in the source 
code control (SCC) system with a stream of the item in a database, determine 
whether the stream in the source code control (SCC system is different that the 
stream in the database, provide a user a choice to select one of the stream in the 
source code control (SCC) system and the stream in the database and to combine 
House's comparing a stream of the item in the source code control (SCC) system with 
a stream of the item in a database, determine whether the stream in the source code 
control (SCC system is different that the stream in the database, provide a user a 
choice to select one of the stream in the source code control (SCC) system and the 
stream in the database with Schmidt's checking the item out because such a 
modification in House would allow House to have a Source Code Control System 
(SCC) that enforces the check-out regime and restricts the modification to the (file) 
item. 
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With respect to claim 11, House teaches, retrieving the stream of the item (col. 7, 
lines 16-22) and retrieving the stream of the item from the database (col. 3, lines 48- 
51 and col. 7, lines 6-11). House failed to teach source code control (SCC) system. 
Schmidt teaches, the source code control (SCC) system (col. 3, lines 56-58). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to retrieve the stream of the item and retrieve the stream of the item from the 
database and to combine House's retrieving the stream of the item and retrieving the 
stream of the item from the database with Schmidt's source code control (SCC) 
system because such a modification in House would allow House to have a Source 
Code Control System (SCC) that enforces the check-out regime and to control 
access. 

With respect to claim 12 this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claim 10. 

With respect to claim 13 this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claims 11 and 12. 

With respect to claim 14, this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claims 10. 

With respect to claim 15, this independent claim is rejected for the similar 
rationale given for claim 10. 

With respect to claim 16, this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claim 11. 
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With respect to claim 17, this dependent claim is rejected for the similar rationale 
given for claims 11-13. 
With respect to claim 18, this claim is rejected for the similar rationale given for 



13. Claims 19, 21, and 22 will be allowable when the claim objects and the 35 U.S.C. 
112 second paragraph are overcome. 

The reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter would be as follows: 
Applicants' editor to manipulate the checked-out database item, the first program 
comparing the version of the database item in the source code control system with the 
version of the database item in the database and the editor manipulating the database 
item as a function of the comparison, the prior art fails to anticipate, make obvious, or 
fairly suggest Applicant's invention. 



14. Souder et al (US 5,724,556) discloses programs in a distributed computer 
system, source code, a database, and SQL statements. 



1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ella Colbert whose telephone number is 703-308-7064 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 6:30 am -5:00 pm. 



claim 14. 



Allowable Subject Matter 



Conclusion 



Inquiries 
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♦ 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vincent Millin can be reached on 703-308-1038. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




E. Colbert 
March 31, 2004 



